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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a}. In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
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Application Papers 
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10) 0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: 3)0 accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance.. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction Is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

a. Claim 17-20 are awkwardly written and confusing and therefore indefinite. 
Appears an extra comma exists, where the claims should more reasonable be " 
said substrate carrying said deposited" 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 1-16, 29-45, 62-89, 122-129, 130-133 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by GB 2339800 hereafter GB '800. 

Claim 1 : GB *800 discloses a method for coating a phosphor layer or similar 
layer onto a flexible substrate , within a vacuum, which inherently Is sealed (due 
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to the nature of a vacuum), and deforming the substrate before, during and after 
the coating vapor deposition step (Figures, abstract page 1,4). 
Claim 2: GB '800 Discloses continuously supplying the web (figures) 
Claim 3-8: GB '800 discloses coating a large sheet and using the coating for 
such products as a security card, decorative wrapping, etc. (page 1) and 
therefore the deposition will necessarily exceed the ready-for-use area by the 
factors as claimed. 

Claims 9-16: GB '800 discloses substrate moving over one or more rollers or 
guiding frames (figures). 

Claims 21-28: GB '800 discloses unwinding roll and winding roll (figures, page 
4).- 

Claims 29-45: GB '800 discloses forward continuous motion through coating 
zone (figures and text). 

Claims 62-89: GB '800 discloses using a polymer web supported by a metal 
coating, discloses the substrate may be paper or metal (page 4,8). 
Claims 122-129: GB '800 discloses vapor deposition from a container using 
sublimation by radiant energy (abstract). 

Claims 130-133: GB '800 discloses the phosphor layer directly on the substrate 
and therefore can reasonably be interpreted as binderless. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
' forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject nnatter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
GB *800. 

GB '800 discloses coating an even layer of a phosphor on the surface of a large 
substrate and discloses using such for such products as a security card, decorative 
wrapping, etc. (page 1), however the reference fails to explicitly discloses cutting the 
substrate. However, taking into consideration the large scale of the continuous web and 
the foreseen applications of relatively small products, the cutting of the substrate would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, and well within the skill of one 
ordinary in the art, to have cut the substrate to provide the appropriate product size. All 
the claimed elements (cutting and phosphor web) were known in the prior art and one 
skilled in the art could have combined the elements as claimed by known methods with 
no change in their respective functions, and the combination would have yielded 
predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. 

7. Claims 130-146 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
GB '800 in view of EP 1 1 13458 hereafter EP '458 or visa versa. 
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GB *800 discloses all that is discloses above, however, the reference fails to 
disclose the CrBrEu phosphor coating. However. GB '800 discloses the method can be 
utilized for the formation of various layer on a support material of paper, metal, or 
polymer, and EP '458 discloses vapor deposition of binderless photstimulable CrBrEu 
phosphor coating is known in the art from multiple containers in a vacuum chamber 
(0023-0024) and discloses deposition on supports such as paper, metal, or polymer. 
EP '458 discloses prompt emitting luminescent characteristics (0002). Therefore, taking 
the references collectively, all the claimed elements were known in the prior art and one 
skilled in the art could have combined the elements as claimed by known methods with 
no change in their respective functions, and the combination would have yielded 
predictable results to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. See 
KSR Intl Inc. v. Teleflex Inc., 127 S Ct 1727, 1741 , 82 USPQ2d. 

Alternatively, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
modified the process of GB '800 to deposit the material as taught by EP '458 with a 
reasonable expectation of success because GB '800 discloses depositing any material 
using evaporation method onto the support material and EP '458 discloses binderless 
photstimulable CrBrEu phosphor coating is deposited on similar support material using 
evaporation coating method. 

It would also have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
modified EP '458 to use the vapor deposition process as taught by GB '800 with a 
reasonable expectation of predictably depositing the binderless photstimulable CrBrEu 
phosphor coating on a support material. 
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8. Claims 90-122 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
GB '800 in view of EP 1 1 13458 hereafter EP '458 or visa versa and further in view of 
US Patent 4455323, hereafter US '323. 

GB '800 in view of EP '458 or visa versa teach all that is discussed above, 
however the references fail to disclose a support of aluminum with a coating as claimed. 
However, EP '458 discloses using an aluminum support material and discloses the 
support material may include a subbing layer (0025-0026).' Additionally, US '323 
discloses a process for depositing a phosphor on a support material discloses using a 
aluminum metal sheet and discloses polymer subbing layers improve adhesion for the 
phosphor (Column 5, lines 20-60), therefore the claim would have been obvious 
because the technique for improving a particular class of devices, methods or products 
was part of the ordinary capabilities of a person of ordinary skill in the art, in view of the 
teaching of the technique for improvement in other situations. 

EP '458 discloses the support material is 60-10,000 microns, within the range as 
claimed. In the case where the claimed ranges "overlap or lie" inside ranges disclosed 
by prior art a prima facie case of obviousness exists. In re Wertheim, 541 F.2d 257 191 
USPQ90. See MPEP 2144.05. 

9. Claims 146-169 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
GB '800 in view of EP '458 or visa versa and further in view of EP 1286364 hereafter EP . 
'364 or US Patent 4741993, hereafter US '993 
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GB '800 in view of EP '458 or visa versa teach all that is discussed above, 
however the references fail to disclose applying a organic or inorganic protective 
coating over the phosphor layer. However, EP '364 discloses application of a protective 
coating over the phosphor layer to provide moisture protection and other benefits 
(abstract, 0014-0024) and US '993 discloses it is known in the stimulable phosphor art 
to deposit a protective coating for moisture protection (abstract, column 4-5, column 10- 
11). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have 
modified GB '800 in view of EP '458 or visa versa to provide the protective coating as 
suggested by EP '362 or US '993 to reap the benefits of moisture protection and other 
added benefits. 

10. Claims 46-61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
GB '800 in view of EP '458 or visa versa in view of EP '364 or US '993 and further in 
view of US Patent 5460853 hereafter US '853. 

GB '800 in view of EP '458 or visa versa in view of EP '364 or US '993 disclose 
all that is taught above, however, they fail to disclose forward and backward movement. 
However, the combination of references discloses forming multiple successive layer on 
a support material and US '853 discloses that it is known and suitable in the art to 
provide successive forward and backward motion to deposit layers (Column 3, figures). 
US '853 disclose that such modification results in better coating quality. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have modified GB '800 in 
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view of EP '458 or visa versa in view of EP '364 or US '993 to use successive forward 
and backward motions to reap the benefits of better coating quality. 

11. Claims 170-209 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
GB '800 in view of EP '458 or visa versa, in view of EP '364 or US '993 and further in 
view of US Patent 4983848. hereafter US '848, 

GB '800 in view of EP '458 or visa versa, in view of EP '364 or US '993 teaches 
all that is taught above, however, fail to laminate onto a carrier layer. However, US '848 
discloses laminating the support film with a phosphor layer deposited thereon with what 
can reasonably be considered a polymer carrier layer (Example 4). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to modify GB '800 in view of EP '458 or visa versa, in view of EP 
'364 or US '993 with a the lamination process with a reasonable expectation of success 
because US '848 discloses that such is known and suitable in the art. The selection of 
something based on its known suitability for its intended use has been held to support a 
prima facie case of obviousness. Sinclair & Carroll Co. Interchemical Corp., 325 U.S. 
327, 65 USPQ 297 (1945). 

Claims 198-201: One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the 
lamination takes place either in the vacuum chamber or outside, but US '848 discloses 
such lamination protects the phosphor layer and therefore it would have been obvious 
to have laminated in the vacuum environment so as not to expose the substrate coated 
to the open atmosphere. 



Application/Control Number: Page 9 

10/805,854 

Art Unit: 1792 



Double Patenting 

12. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims 
are not identical, but at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct 
from the reference claim(s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated 
by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 
F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 
1985); In re Van Omum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, All 
F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 
double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of 
activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

1 3. Claims 1-45, 62-225 rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-75 of U.S. Patent No. 7141135. 
Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from 
each other because the claims of the instant application fully encompass those of US 
Patent 7141 135. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David Turocy whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
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2940. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30-6:00, No 2nd 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Timothy Meeks can be reached on (571) 272-1423. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infonnation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you vyould like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Friday. 



/David Turocy/ 
AU 1792 
Patent Examiner 




